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A. GENERAL OVERVIEW 


The Navy in 1976 facei a myriad of probiens related to 
2tS Management of non-tasticai Automated Dati Processing 
(ADP). The ADP Reorganization Implimentation Study, tasked 
with developing a new ADP command, SOnoeteges List “or 93 
BeopLems Conironting the Navy. With reference to this list, 
Bie HCuse Approptiations Committee § 

Stati (HAC S&T) in 1981 noted that, 


aovey and Investigations 


The perception of the Navy's ADP problems is. largely 
Bendit oned b Mi wou wiZat sO) ald 2cs  PpOSt=2on rela= 
Beye tO the Navy (internal or_ext2rnal). The 93 items 
San be categorized into several najor areéas: Organaza> 
feotal; lack Of stuong, central AD? authority; user/ADP 
community understanding and relationships; Jeol seacuoc 
of requirements and resources; and lack of cohesiveness 
Meany ascecc Of Navy's ADP programs. [Ref. 1: p. 7] 


The Navél Data Automation Command (NAVDAC) was establishsi 
Saewandery 1977 as part of the Navy's attempt t5 rectify ADP 


mMenagement. 


Be. RESEARCH QUESTION 


The contents of this paper Examine the ramification 
different 


lack of long range planning upon NAVDAC. FOUL 
eon Nav DAe: Ss 


perspectives are taken, 2xamining the effect 
Peterson, Mission, structure and control sys-ems. The posi- 


S 

tion taken is that becaus2= no plan existed: 
a 
O 


re The Navy created a sentraliz2i organization, without 
Pers eeeetetese ving -2S long <csrm goals and objectives 
and without evaluating non-ceitralized alternatives. 





2. NAVDAC tock as its primary mission the management and 
control of the Naval Regional Data Automation Centers 
(NARDAC'sS) in order to achiev2= domain consensus. 

Beebe oresent NAVDAS Organization reflects this short 
range optimization ind 

Mee crictcism of NAVDAC while ostentially valid, is 
Sporatic at best ani generally unconstructive because 
there are not any defined goals. 

The author does not hold with th= opinion th 
Should not have been established, but rather that it is 
impossibie to measure proegress towaris goals ani *o ev 
tha method of reaching objectives when no detined goai 
objectives exist. 

Mires Mayor OOStruction ih =h2 attemvt to produc= 43 
Navy-wide long range plan for ADP management is an attit 
Gdinai diiference between the individual user activities a 
ADP management. Ticmisel 8S CORS@=ENsd DEimariiy wit 
effectiveness of ADP in Supporting his individual o 
The manager is concerned with achisving a qiven 18: 
Ov2trall efficiency et a minimal prices. Netoner posit = 


Bemplete.y right of wrong. The problem exists because a 


J 


reached. 


‘S 


compromise position has not bes: 





II. THE NAVAL DATA AUTOMATION COMMAND: IT*S CREATION 


A. INTRODUCTION 


In 1976 the Navy found itself ina position where 
Spiraling ADP costs and perceived Congressional pressures 
dictated a change in th2 management of non-tactical ADP. 


The perceived solution was the creaticn of an ADP command 


rer ali zing bOth policy 2nd resource control. Hence the 
Naval Data Automation Command (NAVDAC) was formed on 1 
January 1977. 

The chapter contains first an €xamination of ths 
Bencepts of Cem cele Za tlVon, d=centralizesaon and 
meq zonalization. Includ2i is a 2od21l presented by Nolan 


describing the six stages of data processing growth within 
om CL ganization. 


mos ©Xamina tlon oresents af Phe = second SeGue OF 


7 


n 


Meseribes Congressional criticism of th 
processing command and how the Navy inter 
eam cc apply to the Navy ADP situation. 
Thirely an examination of Navy action leading up to the 
LOrMation of NAVDAC is prasented, including the status of 
POP) prior to NAV DAC. 
The position held by the author is that NAVDAC was 


@e--e-ed =n response to perceived, ani possibly real, organi- 
zat ional pressures at the tims. "More often, a 
MeePoracton's existing ED® organization is the result of 


historic happenstance, the beliefs of influential nanegers, 
Mean apparent fit wit eesOVesal. Drgamezewon Structure" 


iron. 2: dD. 73). DUEbo wr Cae Pas=d ehat «a nore correct 


toe 


approach would have been the creation of a Navy-wide plan 
memerON-tec-ical ADP, and then if warranted py the plan, the 
Seeetion of an Organization to implement «he plan. 


1 





ie Get: C alaza 20 


- 
SS SS = 


Generali zacion ind desentralization as used within 


mame corcext Of this paper refer to the level of the organi- 


marsxone2n which decision making occurs. ine Genera l2geq 
Began azation, decisions are mad= by individuals highly 


placed in the organizational hierarchy, whereas in a décen- 
meer zZead Crganization, thes decision making responsibility is 
delegated lower in *he organization. Benefits normally 


mesociated with centraliz2tion incluise alimination of redun- 


ip 


Meme L£uncti: ons therefore lower overall cost. dJften, because 


of 
RS 
iD 


th 


the decision maker 1S removed from the actual site, 
te 


Seality cf the decision i: orates. Decentralization is 
assumed to produce a bet*2r decision, because the decision 
maker is closer to the scs3n Protease) pe. (bli jeticqa-iveiy, 
gesentrazization requires some degr22 cf functional redun- 
G@amey =n that similar jabps are reo ted in each division. 
Meeao decentraiization can result i ort term gains being 
pursued to the dsétriment sf tha whols. 
iwc pulbely tne@seticael cont=xt, cen 
Meeentcali:zation relates nerely to the level of decision 
making. Rae Ss assumed renate on DOth irstances the prover 
level of control is maintained. When long range pianning is 
Mmemecat=2ed out by an organization, control déteriorates 
because there is no yardstick against which a decision maker 
én measure his decisions. Eash decision maker assumes «hat 
Peewecnec: ce Mad=, while best within his particular ccntext, 
Gee aisco be best for the organization as a whols. Since nod 
Mee SG a= S Gittscult to assert ctherwise. Thee prob 
Siemeeeusea by the iack 9& a long range plan do no 
Meeeaccularly evident in 2 centraliz=i organizatic 
Meera tONS are made higher in the organization st 
The number of decision makers is rzduced and th: 


h 
Miers Spar of control is larger. HoienekOne s tie d2ec2sion 





maker haS a broader picture 
maetne entice Or qanazation. 
ization where the number 2£ 
© f£ Jeon tLe 
tiatieeene tack of 3 


Therefore, 


the span 
reduced, 
larly evident. S 


as @ method of increasing 


mpdavicials holding 


Ma cteality control is not née 


nation propiem is merely l12s 


miemre;. evance of this conte 


Pemrralizetion as a methoi of 


as 


During the period of 


meron, zt was assumed zha 


me2iizedc in the large compu 


ecoromies ot scale mean the 


Comet 


percent will yield a gr2ei 


ij 
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Memcept of “econcmiesS of sce 


implies that a large syst 
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rete and at a Lower cost 
83}. 

Regional ization 
5n OL 


am@eOnpua ter systel, 


Besea Of elt=ner functional 


benefits to pe gained through 


Ee 


could bs 


=, 


ok 


Better use 
_ them in 


se 


ectively drawn 


£OG.t.ne 


decision making 


heca lh 


ria 


ote 


Of 


ceive 


" 


Yr 


batts 


ie. Ise n 


and concept of the needs 


a 


= 


decentralized crgan- 
decision makers is increased and 
individual decision maker is 
long tanjye plan becomes varticu- 
=eselazsation 2S SftESn perceived 


control, because the number of 


authority is reduced. 
increased, the coordi- 
As 


ero 


ang 


cessarily 


oe 


ne ee 


Wiil be 
the 


Con. ol. 


sened. Nn Llecen, 


Dt was Navy perceived 


f “ancreas 


weme Suet ound@=ng NAVDAC*sS crea- 


1S Oe Scaler worlc be 


sg) 


aconomizs 
ASIRemuc Theory 

100 
"The 


= ia om 
Sie Sates Ss 


or boherecase@er, Size of 


ehaneere) Descer = Srp. . 
i 


= 2 ope 


EG2nOnN1 cS 


De Ouduee on 


=, 


ox— 


a faster 
(Ref. 4: p. 


Oueoue. fac 


jv 


systen" 


O) 


al physical loca- 
being formed 
The 
PVewueed: 


assumed 


efford computing 


=~ 


on a regionalized 


programmers/ anal 


Talent 
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growth through training athisvei because of the larger 


number of applications being developed. 


e Per unit cost of compiating couli be reduced because of 

the larger number of applications run. Additionally the 
greater workload of a large conputer center justified 
more equipment, meee tOnpe Mors “Capab2zlitzes could be 


offered. [Ref. 2: p.74 j 


Regionalization does not Mecessasily amply centralizei 
decison making and resource control. A decentralized 
activity with regionalized computing centers would exhibit 3 


Situeticn where individual centers would have more control 
over their respective activities. The economies of scale 
Mesumed +O be realized through ths monolithic computer 


center are not influenced by the level of decision making. 


Bee Wace Pr=ocessing Growth 


Richard Nolan identifies six age oo data 
Peecessing growth within an organization. Briefly these 
Stages and their relevant characteristics ars 
° Stege 1- Initiation. Saveral low level soperaticnal 

Systems in a functional aréa. 
e peage 2 — Contagion. MeO WwEGONG BO, high sileck. per ued 
fen DesulrsS in Innovation and axtensive appl a 


h ulzs 
Mesa UEecesseng zechnology and concurrent increa 
co 


° Pim C Cc rOlsmcNaracterizsd by @ transition from 
computer (hardware) management to data resdurce manage- 
mer+. 

° tage 4 - Integration. Data base and data communication 


a 
technologies are moved ints key aoplication areas, with 


*ncereased DP expenditures similar +o stage 2. 


14 





a Stage 5 - Data Administration. Characterized by shared 


data and and common systems. 


e Stage 6 ~ Maturity. Characteriz2d by data resource and 


Steategic planaing. 


Zach stage is csharacteriz2d by some measure of 
Management control, with stages of low relative cost and low 
snnovation equated to high ceontrol and stages of high rela- 
mye ccst, high @mnovation equated to lowe centeol. 
Tharefore =he level of control maintained influences hoth 


m@emut. it. Zaction cf resources and tachnological gains made by 


the organization. "When managemant permits organizational 
Slack in the DP activities, it commits more resources +o 


data processing than are strictly necessary to get czhe job 
done. The extra payment acnieves another objective - 
Mmieeiirarg Of inncvation”™ [Ref. 5: p.117 ]. 

Stages 2 and 4 exhibit eaxplosive growth rates and 
corresponding data processing budgex increases. 
Organizations finding theanselves in these stages reach 23 
point where the data processing uiget increases become 


eencrol. Nolan suggests some meth 


n 
b 

unacceptable and hence will seek sone nethod of increasing 
Se n Seng coueroL 
n 


9 
which include the developnant of sitar stems, thus 


Meemec=i ng costs by eliminating the nes ally uniques 


rH 
j— 
ro) Gh OO) She gy 


O es 
Systems, and chargeback nethods, which place the financial 
g S 


&. 
Lc2 


responsibility upon the user, evanansc=n 


ip 


rey 


WeOd . 


Be. GOVERNMENTAL INFLUENCES 


[ere Vear=d by the Brooks Act of 1965, aGovéeramental atti- 
tudes Bavered  Centbalaiziaticn of meSoure= “Gontrol. and 
Begltonaiization of data processing activities as a method of 


Genre Olling costs. 





Duet rseeencress ditected that "all automated sy 
design, development or oprocursment, software maintena 
and equipment evaluation and selection required by ary 
Force element will be accomplished by the Air Force 
Automation Agency" [ Ref. 6]. Admittedly it was up te 
Navy to place their int2rpretation upon this direct 
Some officials felt that no Navy specific guidance shoul 
read inte the statement. Bie Wajorzty “hough felt that 
Meee chat the Congress w#as now directing organizat: 


Change pertended potential upheaval, particularly for 


stem 
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Data 
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Navy, which lacked a strong centralized data automation 


command. "Generally, cee Seeeec es Chdusn«. CORGLESS Exp 
Nema in che case of the Air Force, directs) +h? Service 
commences a centralizatioir of autonated system li 
eeoeort” [Ref. 7: pp. 12-13 }j. 

The apparent solution to the Navy had three chéracte 


mes, centralization of resource control, regionalized 


processing centers, and chargeback systems. Thae°. Vat 


Beeeacteristic will be discussed in jreater depth in cha 


fee As Scated by one Navy official: 


We seem +o be at the point in time a the development 
ADP Bec oho when we shculd plas more esuphasis 
Peornegenen~ ADP as a "commoa service" ‘or vas 
mee ECS. to be made available t2 users on 3 reimbu 
able basis and not necessarily owned and controlled 
them. This was recomnended Ps the Blue Ribbon Par 
ReDOCrt. Seem 2c apMiearS that theme 2s now a gre 


b 


potential for savings _ =O be mad2 in equipment costs a! 


ersonnel requirements through consolidation of prese 

oe aczavities either Pines C2 Oma ys OF geograpni call 
Mmreoad, mors Centralized overall coordination a PGwcOn as 
MeemnDP Lesourcées appear to be indicate cause Cit 
megad cata di scipiine reguirements, ¢t 
and equipment costs, an Ta ceemiice = 5 
commanc emcee MUP SI—-TrSsourcs invoiven 
Navy. f Ref. 7} 
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C. NAVY ACTIONS 
1. NAVDAC's Predecessor : OP=31 


Rew the came CEL the ADP redrganization in 1976, 
management control was resident ship (Sk) ) (Director 
meeormat on Systems Division). Created in 1963, OP-91 was 
the result of a 1966 study which recommended "the establish- 
Meme Of @ strong, centralized organization in OPNAVY ¢t9 
coordinate and SOnuEa a ntoOcMation and data systems" 
Prete 7: pe /}j. 

Wiiewmmmecli cy Control was centralized in oOP-91, 
meegetary contrcl, program design and data processing 


meee aiiat~ion (DP i) eueration was lett tc individual activi- 


aS . "The fundamental nanagement strategy in the Navy is 
e-@eralized policy direction, decentralized program 2xeéecu- 


memecand decentralazed control of resources" [Ref. 9: op. 


43]. This conflicted with the governmental attitude previ- 


cr 


ously expressed which emphasizec ceatralization of rescurce 
control. sBy 1976 the Navy had 450 data precessing installa 
Meme (DPIS) Supported by 12,500 pesple, of which only 636 
Mepe arioat. MeSempotetiece PDri*s were single activity 
dedicated [Ref. 7: pe. 10}. 

Ope Sltwateon Of decentralized resource control 
mewteeeed in duplication of functions, an inability to coor- 
memate Multi~command or common site applications acress 2 
Meaparate variety of users, and én inability t> monitor ADP 
reiated costs with any degree of ac 


Ec 
The unfavorable inage res2nte 


Dyemane Nevy Ave 
Menegemen* program was further aggrevated by comparison with 
the Air Force and Army. 80th Servicss had a cantralized ADP 
command which provided high level pelicy cll a erenkenee 
Additionally the Services maintained centralized control of 
auczOmaced data systems (ADS) development which prov: 


the successful standardization of systems that the N 


Wa 





fHrable tO maintain. "Both the Army and Air Forc2 have 
established a central ADS development activity...for multi- 
command and common base op2rations ADS" [Ref. 7: p. 33]. 

Through various Navy managamint consolidations OP-91 
Pememnccur hats’. It tepa>rted not oniy to JP-090 in its 
OP-91 position, but to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for financial management (ASN(FM)) as Director, Department 
of the Navy ADP, to OP-094 as OP-O94E (Information Systems 
Booradinator, WWMCCS) and MAT-99 as MAT-O09L for Naval 
Material Command (NAV MAT) qata Deeeessing Funct: ons. 
meet. /: p. § j 

Between fiscal y2ar 1971 and fiscal year 1976 the 
Department cf the Navy's ADP budget increased by $98 miilion 
meomeo2756 Miilicn to $375 million. Hardware =xpenditures 


alone increased by almost 40% betwean fiscal year 1975 ari 


1976. Due tO Upward spiraling ADP expendztures the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) implementei an obliga- 
Meeme. cetiing for ADP snending in March of 1973. Disece 


Semrol WaS lacking though in that no prior approval was 
Beqgu2zred to exceed the limitation. (Ref. 7: pp 77-78] 
Despvit the incr2ase inthe Navy's ADP budget, 
@emoonnpei sctaffirg in OP-91 had decreased from 158 in fiscal 
feet o7 1 tO 51 in fiscal year 1976. Consequantiy mission 
areas suffered or were igioted because of personnel const- 


Beants. Thess areas included: 
e meng range p ianning. 
° Monitoring of approved information systems development. 


e ASseecsn 


(iD 


nt of ADP facility and system performance. 


e Research and development inputs to OP-098 for ADP 


exploitation in Navy infornation systems. 


e Advice on ADP manpower requirements of the Navy. 


We 





° Central coordination of busin=ss ema, iog2stic ADS 
Gevelopment and ADPE acquisition for operation shipboard 


and aviation requirements. 


The opinion expressed by one Navy official concerning «he 
status of Navy ADP management was that 


Mee Pre sen= ADE Structure eppeears as One which is Bae 
caliy fragmented ANG NCE -eisl ont. Pie we sesultant 
probiems are many Rieter wente 25S) poine, however, 1s 
that the Navy ee jus St HOt Ge@enG the best tt can with «che 
resources availabie besause of the inadequate control 
Over resources. Pies eUck Ure OFStectsS =ns Sskiils of 
yesterday, preven=s Navy technological advances, and 
@ili net provide the managemant <290ls needed for tomor- 
row's Navy. [ Ref. 10] 


Memconcen=>ation atthe time was upon resource control. 
Relating back to Nolan's six stag2es of data processing 
Meowen, increased control Signifiss amove intoa ~s 
mises O->ganizat ion. Gnfortunately increase rescurce 
cen=rol does not necessarily imply inproved resource manage- 
ment. PecOWmMec ECOMccolesWGQgest= the ability to do with 
resources as one wishes. ‘4anagement implies the utilization 
Meme sources t2 achieve the objectives of the organization 


“n the best possibie manner. 


Ze. 


"3 
{cD 


he Shear Memorandun 


Cnc Saco sl37o, Aamirel Sheer, Vice Chaef of Naval 
Operations (VCNO), commissioned 32 study group under «he 
@irecticr of Rear Admiral James W. Nance to examine Navy ADP 
management. Since 50 percent of ths Navy's fon-tactical 
budget resided within the Naval Material Command (NAVMADL) 
MeenGLOUp WaS tc consider the possibility of consolidating 


’ 


Memectaect_cal ADP functions unier NAVMAT. The delegating 


memorancum stated that, 
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Iver the past several years, OP-91 has been drastically 
reduced in personnel nunbers, yest the function to be 
cerformed have increaseji.... 
large proportion of business ADP and information 
Stems involve various parts of the Material Commard. 

; erefore, it is appropriare SOuco ls er ceMmtralizang 
the execution cf these functions in NAVMAT. An organi- 
zation in NAVMAT could also assum2 cognizance over much 
Seo tne ADP wierk  currentiy going on in the various 
Systems Commands, perhaps with economies in personnel 
and hardware/scftware assets. [Ref. 11] 


a 


Specifically the study group was t¢> address the feasibility 
of the centralized ADP command concept, a proposed organiza- 
mmotmal placement, the functions t> be epeotrmed by the 
organization, and estimated costs ani banefits. 

Response from the Systems Tonmands was almcst inmed- 
jate and generally negative. irs  (Dredoneanane “Opinion 
expressed was that a centralized comnand would reduce fle¢xi- 
bility and inhibit the coumander in the performance of his 
mission. Pommei tare cONsce rn | WaS sidressed to the area of 
new systems development and responsiveness 59 the unique 


needs, or the user. AS stated by ons Navy official, 


The Lee would effectively strio functional comman- 
d¢ (=ueply, Mat nesnanc=, Operators, 2S.) ere gacish = 
© esources Meg@usted tO C2ETY Ou their responsibilities. 
Meen=-cr Of all Navy ADP voersonne! resources from their 
Paesen. Luncticnal commands «to the control of a noncl- 
-thic Computer systems Command Soe ecole Goad a 
Over-reaction to the genuine probien. Wace it sas 
Memecedcd “hat there are deficienciss and duplication of 
ee OF ~ zavolyed ye ciesobresen = Vevy AD?” eee es 
Seeuctur Sy Meeeeorchoethan che .opsoposed solution ay 
lead to the opposite extrems; i... Ce Vem@=te 225419 Apt 
eas 22-2 On and economy to ths detriment of respon- 
meveness to the functional mission commander. ADP 
5 perations are not the heart of many ove aee logistic 
Seommands and without som control over their functions, 
fe would be impossibls to hold a Command: ng co a pias og 
meeolmranle £Or Carrying out his mission. [Ref. 12] 


An implicit assumption 9f the Systems Commands was that the 
user truly had unique needs, and that responsiveness could 


best be provided through iscentralized resource control. 


Dy) 





The statement also points t9 an additional problen, 
different perceptions of ADP by the user and the Navy hier- 
eechy. The user command perceivei ADP as a t991 to assist 
mr acconplishing the nission, w#hereas influenced by 
Congressional pressure, the Navy viewed ADP as an end iten, 
to be eccnomized as much as possibl:. Swanertrdization to 
the usér suggested unresponsiveness to his needs whereas 


standardization to the ADP manager 


a 


uggested efficiency of 


operation. 
3. The Nance Report 


The interim report subnitted by the Nance Committee 
to the VCNO delineated two alternatives that were being 


Benslaoered as Viable solutions: 


° Leave ADP directly unzdizr CNO by astablishing a Computer 
Systems Command as a Fleld Command similar to the OP-094 


relationship with the fTelecommunications Command. 


? Transfer ADP to the Thier of Naval Material (CNM) and 
establish a Deptuty Chief of Naval Material (DCNM), 
Project Management Jffice or a Comoduter Systems Command. 
feeet. 13: p. 17] 


Beemmalcernatives included tha transfer of staff 
desiaqn ard dat2 processing opera 
Rhile noting that the Ss 
@eme "Status quo" approach of G systems design func- 
MandS with staffin 

O 


Bumecions transterred t9 CNM, a 


< 

1 
Meons Under control of the Systems Co 

n re recommended the 

Ss 


feeond alternative as the most tea 


a 
He 
rc) 
rh 
t 7 | 


He 
mal report submittsi by the Nance Committes 
recommended t i be 


cateqa under CNu 


~ 


at the new ADP commani 
mia Seat. Ljacated under 3: 


h 
fem a residu 
= 


program/budaget sronsor ani at the ASN(FM) 1 
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reviewing automated dati3 processing equipment (ADPE) 
requests. 

Also recommended was the establishment of a follow 
See study group to consider in depth the logistics of 
creating a new command, incwudesng such actions as drafting 
a recommended charter, nezded documentation and designing an 


maeernal organizational structure. 
ete AD 


The Navy ADP Reorganization Implementation Plan 
Study Group was the follow on group established as recon- 
mended by the Nance report. The report produced by «the 
fetoyeq2eoup offered ths first consiss delineation of prob- 
lems facing Navy ADP management. UD ULE. ees poine 
progress had been made on the general premise that the Navy 
nesded better control of .ts ADP resources and this control 
would be realized in the creation 2f a centraiized command. 

Two major problem areas were identified in Navy ADP 
Manégement, first in Informations Systems Managment and 


he-0,d in Automatic Data Processing. 


Information Systems ar2 an expression of functional 
Managers’ requirement for information needed to manage 
the tunctional area. AucoOMetic, Data Processing is one 
2500 many, resources us2d to implement and supoport 
MrpeormasiOn SyStems...Better management or control of 
ADP will aid in iMDLDOVing ee Ore Mele Ot Svstems 
Managemen=. [Ref. 7s p 23] 


eam pl iclt= aSSumption in the above statement, and one that 
Can be traced through the Navy action leadin to NAVDAC's 
reation was that incrzasead control of ADP would preduce 
better information manag2nrent. Bee dutnos Cannot concur 
With this assumption. ADP in the strictest sense is simply 
transaction processing. EMPEOVIng ADP allows uS to process 
Geer Mation faster ard a* lower cost. In no instance does 


SO DOmwe. ous processing ability guarante= that the 


Ze 





mer maes=ouswe ate collecting and processing is the correct 
information. 

The Implementation muaveconcluded that “the Navy 
should place the management of i%5 ADP resources in an ADP 
Conmand" {Ref. 7: pe. 94}. Additionally it was recommended 
that the ADP Command assume responsibility for four regional 
data system support centers (SSC). It was hoped that this 
new organization would provide Shocaieewed cCcORtroi and 


s 
centralized execution, similar to th2 Air Force and Army. 


Se) Summary 


= SS eo ee ce 


That changes were neeced in the methods in which th: 
Navy managed its non-tactical ADP resources was not ques-~- 
eaoned,. Spiraling ADP budgets, redundant systems and billst 
cuts, combined with pers2ived Congressional pressure mad=2 
this evident to the Navy. What was questioned was whet 
constituted the proper changes. The majority favored a4 
centralized command of some sort although the degree of 
centralization was greatly debated. Those who favored 
more decentraiized approach were largely ignored. One 


@esecenting individual stated that, 


Mieemedstn trend in the computing world is toward decen- 
feet tza=ion and away from the larg> computing centers we 
Meeew erOWN LOL years... in dissecting OP- 2 We Ought 
not =c be talking about re-assamb =e t in some 
Sera. -COMplex; we ougkt to be talkin ae dispersing 
es mimeetONs tO take advantage 5 Memes Da0ULtty OF 
modern computers, not those of tan years ago. A= the 
Same time, wer ougne tO De Zens eee. Lron-fisted 
contre: of +hose Geeperse a cumeczons... (Ref. 14] 


ie wewomecispected that a decentralized philosophy 

towards ADP management was not viewed as feasible because it 
represented to many the ambediment of the exact problems 
that were being attempted to be corracted, redun 
Ware, personnel and systems, and most importantl 
See Cescurce control. Iwvem 2P2Pton sOwa=zds dec 
h 


Management as expressed by the Nance rtport was ¢ 
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The ON Re decentralized management of the approxi- 
Meace, 13,500 P personns 1 .appears to fostor immobility 
duplication ne 2F fort, inadequate career development and 
Meedasclricution of people in relation to the dveralil ADP 
workload. 

This decentralized management sf the large computer 
installations has mada it difficult if not impossible 
£6 eyeupet ely rorecast overall ha rdware recguirements and 
develop nd implement a2 consolidated long-range ADP 


plan. r Ref. os p. 


The discussion appears +9 hinge on the question of 
how unique the systems operated by local commands were, and 
how responsive to the users a centralized command migh+ be. 
ae assumption of those favoring sencralization was tha* 


responsiveness could be maintained. 


D. CONCLUSIONS 


The creation of NAVDAD was predicated upon solving the 


Peeobems Of the past with little or no consideration of the 


EQowre of nometactical ADP. Th2 problems consisted of 
Breeeas-ng ADP costs, cedundant systems and untrained 
personnel. Derceived cCongression3l pressure favored 
Memes Zacion Of peclicy and resource control. The Nance 


Peady group fulfilled its charter and examined the feasi- 


a 


(D 


belety of a Geverai. zed Comma cd. Likewise =n 


iiplementa ion study produced the documentation necessary 


ct 
O 


implement the new command. 

The lack of a long range plan is viewed by the author as 
the primary obstruction in the successful management of Navy 
Meee The Strategic planning process is that future criented 
Meee ss CLesulting zn the formulation of "a mission, goals, 
Ppereacegies, programs, ani aliocation of resources that w 
enable an organization to best cope with and influence an 
fieemcalin fucure™ [Ref. 16: p. 45]. The important concepts 
are those of mission, goals and resources. A mission gives 
Geeect. OF tO an cCrganization and makes it unique. Goals are 


Smet atiabl]e objectives against which an organization can be 
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measured and is perfornance evaluated. Resources ar? 
utilized to achieve the goals sought. The degree to which 
ere, Organization complies with its strategic objectives 
determines its effectiveness. 

The accomplishment of strategic planning in itself 
requires a ccmmitment Om organizational resources. 
Organizations unwilling t> make this resource commitment 


lack a plan and consequently find themselves r2acting <t09 


t 


Siee@t Environment rather tkan influencing it. The Navy 


h 


Bema 2cseli an this position with regard to ADP. NAVDAC 
was created in reaction t> the environment rather than as 3 
method of implementing the future. As stated by one 


mmaavidual, 


Mie Usual Method of aporsaching a2 “*2sk cf the magnitude 
anvisioned by the ADP staff study is to define the full 
femecew Vo SOUGht, pian TOL tS achievement, and organ _ze 
to execute the pian. bemepOed=s Chat the ADP Scudy is 
o€ anrang at e third step. Te (25 COnsies2ed  —~haxz 
ime che 10+ sonal plans, mictuagding fOmecasts,  Objec— 
ee. SrEzate progtans, buigets, pegecouas and 
@iiacies will ave “bebn SOuvemecs LEeo 2epON System Plan 
[eet eppeaTS premature tO attempt to validate a 
concept to reorganize ADP versonnel. (Ref. 17] 


feeaccu.cnN ~aken by the Navy concentrated on th creation of 
a centralized command. Sieme ect 2o2 Concentrated upon 
memvang the problems of th= past, rather than attempting +o 
Cope with the future. Te aS vpropdseed by the auzhor that 2 
more prceduczive ADP management wouli have evolved had *he 
Meyey 2dentitied where it was goin With ADP in the future 
and created a command to implemenz the future. The probiems 
Smeountered in he past are rot necessarily the problems of 


the present or the future 


25 





III. NAVDAC: IT'S MISSION 


A. INTRODUCTION 


When NAVDAC was formed its stated mission was to control 
those resources assignzi to it (the Data Processing 
Installations (DFIs)) and tc manage the Navy non-tactical 
Maemo cOogram, inciuding budget coordination. 

interviews conducted in conjuction with this paper haves 
sujygested that there i5 currently confusion over what 
NAVDAC's mission is and should be. TWorwodnbties: Of =hough= 
appear to exist. One views NAVDAC'S mission as being solely 
tO Manage the operation of the Navy Regional Data Automation 
Conmands (NARDAC's). A second viaw héld is that WNAVDAC 
exists primarily to manage the Navy-wide ADP program. The 
Seemereticn contained in this chapter seeks *5 document the 
Meemericel [90tS Of this contusion and suggest that such 
confusion might have been circumvented had a Navy-wide ADP 
plan been in existence. 

ijmirs. CxXaMined in this chapter will be the concept of 


mission and domain, and the ramifications when consensus i 


9) 


not achieved. Mission consensus will be discussed from the 

int ra-organizaticnal aspect and domain consensus from the 

aspect of the organization and its ralevant environment. 
mecorndly the dasel=s On wa well <Cocus upon NAVDAC's 


Specific domain anc mission, suggesting that NAVBDAC iimitel 
Meeama@omdain and concentrated cn achi2ving only a portion of 
atS missicn in order to ensure organizational survival. 

Memes felt Dy the author <=h2= the confusion over 
NAVDAC's mission stems froma discrepancy between NAVDAC'Ss 
mission and NAVDAC's domain. Se-si a cahiy, chats ghe comain 
moecoOQ iimited for NAVDAD to achieves its original mission, 
hence a modified mission was pursued. 


i) 
Or 





Ba | MiSs iO 


The mission of anh organization is "the broadest 
Seracegi.c Planning choice" [Reaf. 16: pe. 4&7]. It is the 


organization's specific mission that makes it unique from 
others. Too narrow and restrictive a mission choic? 
detracts from an organization's ability to cops with 43 
changing environment. T20 broad a2 mission encourages an 
organization to pursue sometimes unrelated narkets based 
solely on potentiai for profit, when no managemert expertis:> 
Pyeeees internal to the organization. Missions are not 
static but can evolve, aenearally doing so slowly. 

Pepe aoMany endrac-eris Nc Gf the mission is that it needs 
memoe explicitly stated. By doing so a@ comp2rison can b3 


made between individual and organizational goals. 


Ome of the Emme=y values of =xplicit statements of 
mission and objectives is that they provide a railying 
point for those whe can ally themsslves with them arda 
Semeer =1dicazicn tO those who cannot. that they miaqhkt 
Wish <tc consider alternative crganizations as the soufce 
Se thez= economic and psychic satisfaction. Ret. 16% 


p. 143] 


| 4+ 
if 


wiete aN or Gan? Zatio4 fails to explicitly state 
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LSmeos ct < "Qrdanazations that 
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d 
cuss their basic missicn and purpose wiil inevitebdly 
hatever ccnsensus may have once existed anong i1ts 
masers aS tO thei= common purpose" “Ref. 16: p. 143]. This 

and 


) environmental 
personnel changes, that alter the complexion of the organi- 


s 
loss of mission consensus can be due to 


@action. AS will be demonstrated, within NAVDAC this loss of 
Mission consensus has besn exemplifisd by an overemphasis 


[een -he Service ofient2d portion of its mission to thse 


(i) 


Meeeement of its policy oriented mission. 
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Long range plans assist an organization in the implemen- 
eeteon OL 12S Mission, delineating objectives and milestones 
to be met. When a formal plan is noa-existent, an organiza- 
mon jacks definitive guidance on the action to be taken in 


order te accomplish its mission. 


C. THE ORGANIZATIONAL CONCEPT OF DOMAIN 


Mission consensus refers to internal agreement among 
— members. Domain consensus refers te an 
agreement wMirieirean “Orasane cataOn, and its relevant environ- 
ment. The domain of an organization defines the; 

e technologies (hardware, software, personnel) used by the 
orgainzation, 

e the population served, ane 

e Beeds O= Services SUPDiied to the clients [Ref. 18: op. 
229 }. 


+ion influences <he 


n 


The relevant demain of an ordqanize 
mremees Cl an Obdanization achieving itS mission. Tee small 
a domain suggests that the entire mission will net »b3 
achieved becausé the environment will not recegnize he 
@etenizetion's right to provide that service 

fee Particular importance in che 
Baers that the domain “determines the points at which the 


organization is dependent upon others for the resources, 
u 


mecerrals, Sere Rene eypes Sf SUDDOTC Eequited for Lts 
Eueveval™ [ Ref. 19: p. 20). 
Because rescurces (cllents, Neo eee CCID LCd7)} are 


Memeced the potential for sontlict =xists between an organi- 


Peeeon and wis relevant environment. Domain consensus 


iefines a set of expectations, bdsth for  mnembers of an 
SeegadizZacion and for others with whom_tney interact, 
meout What the organization will and will not do. lan 
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provides although imp Ree an image of the 
Srganizat: Hors tole in 3 larger System, Wire oe ewe te Udon 
selves as a guide for tna or enema Df action in certain 
Peeee sons andanoe Im others. [Ret. 203 pp. 28-29 ] 


The implication is that when domain consensus is not 
achieved, resource contention will exist between the organi- 
zation ard its task environment. Since resources are needed 
for the organization to achieve its mission, faliure ¢t9 


achieve domain ccmnsensus can eéffiact the future survival of 


jmme Organization. "A domain becomes operational only when 
the orgenizations' rights to domain are recognized by those 
WhoSe SUpport is needed" — Ref. 19: p. 20). Because the 
defense of one's domain is resourss costly, a as =he 
mienoL’Ss presumrtion that NAVDAC reduced £ts cost and 
ensured its survival by reducing th2 size of its domain. 

Two major pcints are 2vident. Pieefltnse Merha= domain 


consensus must be achieved for organizational survival. The 
second that too smali 3 domain may inhibit th? accomplish- 
ment of the entire mission. When th= environnent does nor 


meeogqn ze the organization's certain 


1 


Mgnt, CO perrorn 


ey) 


Service, contention arises. With the Navy this unrecognized 


domain element was policy formulation. 


De WNAVDAC'S DOMAIN 


it 
HD 
(D 


The ADP Implementation Study recommended that 


ct 
i 
iD 


following data vrocesSing resources eaecansterred “to 


new ADP command: 

° Mire oi otatr, tess thos® personnel transfertrsd tc OP-942 
e ADP Equipment Selection Office (ADPESO) 

e Naval Command Systens Support Activity (NAVCOSSACT) 


e Navel Material Command Support Activity (NMCSA) 


eS 





° laverewnecoUn ne aid Finance cCenter/7 Comptrceller of the 


Navy's ADP resources 


° Naval District, Washington's ADP resources. 


The losing parent organization of the above activ- 


ities was to transfer along with the activity, 


Pee ratasSsiere wor its SUPPSrting resources. 


° DATA Processing Servic2= Centers (DPSCs) 
Norfolk 
Jacksonville 
Pensacola 
San Diego 
Alameda 


’ Manpower analysis Centers - LANT/PAC ADP resources 


’ Fieet Assistance Groups - LANT/PAC ADP resources 
° Naval Regional Finance Centers (NRFC) ADP resources 
Nom so 17 


Great Lakes 
San Diego 


Scie cnec Sco gnet. 73 ps 26]. 


[egeweechorce cf activities ctantered ar 


ind <hose @Wnose Incor- 


9 
poraticn supportsd the regionaliz2ei data processing center 


~ » 


CONCEept. 


The ADP fieid activities selected were those present 
Chartered £0 ; (a) proviije general support either with 
moe ocrephical segion, such 325 th= D®5Cs, oz to a set 

Gustomers, such as. WAV PSone tl sand NMCSA, (b) DeEaro 
rleet support mission such as FAGLANT and NMACLAN 
meme(c) Dprovads specialized functions that would readi 
be maae part Oe che SS¢__ concept, SWC 
meoes...Corsolidations will proviis ong tern ecoromi 
Which will be validated aftsr an appropriate period 

mperat:ons. f{ Ref. 7: ee Se ee 


ou 


OM HHH OHH 
$8 Sih 
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The Nance Report, discussed in the previous chapter, 
examined the feasibility of establishing an ADP ccommand 
under the auspices of NAVMAT. Recommended for consolidation 
in the Nance Report, Divenovmmeneluded by” che folidwe or 
Implemertation Study wer2 the Central Design Activitiss 
(CDA's) belongirg to the various Systems Commands. A CDA 
provides, for its respective functional command, systems and 
programming support Multi-ccmmand applications confined to 
one functional area would not fall under the cognizance of 
fPeeeoac but under the functionzl sponser. Spectr ically che 


@pk’s and tneir functional spensors were: 


e CENO - Naval Sea Systems Command 

* CASDG - Navai Sea Systems Command 

e MSDO - Naval Aiz Systens Command 

” FACSO - Naval Facilities Enginsering Commend 


° FMSO - Naval Supply Systems Ccmmand 


Mice lbacation £Or th2 exlusion 9f£ the CDA'ts wés based 
Meee the tact that "NAVDAC and i*s subordinate ADP Support 


- +e 


Centers have been established principally on the basis thax 


the Command is responsibl2 fer pure dat Peecessind sunc-— 
mega (Ref. 7: pe 47). It was ralt that the cost (stated 
in té¢rms of performance) of separating the data processing 


mime-10ns frome the CDA's would far dsutweigh the benefits to 
Bemgadened. Additionally it was stated thaz if in the futurs 
NAVDAC demonstrated the capabilities to handle these addi- 


Per ecoOns o=cacaon could be made: as 


cer 


miotal ~eEsporsibilitiss, 
Memcnies* transfer. [Ref. 7: pe. 47] 

Piece rms Of OWL definition of donain , the technologies 
used were those activities transferred to NAVDAC. The ponu- 
lation served were those Navy activities needing general ADP 


Support. The service provided was pure data processing. 
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Excluded frem the domain w2re the Systems Commands and their 
respective CDA's. 

Miers “activity divasion, while pacifying the Systems 
Commands brought about the first problem with NAVDAC'ts 
conception of it's mission, a concentration on the general 
data processing installation. This was despite the fact 
mae NAVDAC WaS Still t95 rstain CDA responsibility for 
multi-function applications. 

Interviews with Navy officials revealed that NAVDAC fel- 
fee eo assume Ccntrol oF the CDA"sS would be +50 large a job 
initially. The approach was t9 get one's own house in order 
before expanding. Provision was madi2 for NAVDAC to evaluate 
Mmeapeene <Uuture the concept of céentraiized control of the 
CPA*s. 

PepeoePceshould be made at this time concerning the lack 
Sane long range pian. Hiwnew@= Such a plan nad evaluation 
Seance ria exist. Without these criteria it becomes impos- 
Sibie to prove cbhjectively that NAVDAC, at any tims, was 
memay tO assume responsibility for CDA control. Those indi- 
MeewatS Gispiting NAVDAC'sS right to manage the cCDA's could 
offer a counter arguement 32 any time. Additionally no time 
frame was ever established for the projected expansion. 

Maewchnesas Lf no= making an actenpt to support the posi- 
fPeemomecreat Control of the CDA*s should reside with NAVDAC. 
Mieeeaad 2+ 35 trying to point out that proponants of the 
id?a wouid have had better justification had sone measurable 


mMilesztones been establishad when NAVDAC was formed. 


Pee NAVDAC*S MISSION 


The centralization of polity in an ADP command was not a 
new move. Uemeurew iene Speation of NAVDAC, Navy policy in 
Siewalea Of nOon-tectic3l ADP had bean centralized control 


Bees Gecentrali zed program -axéecution. OP-91 had been 


BZ 





xn. s 


biliet cuts had reduced OP-91's 


Grsaqaceq to effect 


centralized 


Sontrol. “but success: vs 


MESSi or et Lectiveness. 


OPNAVINST 5450.200 was released in December, ys ts 
almost two years after the formation of NAVDAC was 
amncunced. It stated the mission of NAVDAC as b3ing to: 

Administer and coordinatye the. Nanay Nemetactitcal ADP 
megrem, tec Eesponsrbality ancl 2s Cola bdoOFaelon Of 
DP matters with all Navy AD2 clainants; developmen: of 
Mercy and procedures; approval Sa systems development, 
Mequasition/utilization of ADP Syu- UI Ne and service 
Bemcrects; Spensoring of ADP technol Ogys and career 
Gevelpment an eEe@inzing Of ADP personne pReE. 24; 
enclosure 1, p. 1] 
The functions delineated as +o be performed by NAVDAC, 
memos: exclusively concern coordinaticn of Navy-wide ADP. 
Yet the House Appropriations Conmittes, Survey and 
Investigations Staff (HAC $&I) described NAVDAC in 1981 as 
Seerg "relatively ineffectual in carrying out its mission 
Tesponsibilities from a Navy-wide standpoint" “Ref. 22: op. 


141 Jj. The position held by the 


Wes promulgated two years *o0 


auEhDC 1s 


laze. 


Re 
chat the OPNAVINST 


By chew ein 


e 
1tS economic resources 


publishec, NAVDAC had concentzated Os 
NARDAC management and estandlished its domain as general data 
processing support to user comnands. 

MmitewOrag™=fal ianten= Of INAVDAC in the pceclic arené was 
M@eecribed in the ADP Implementetion Study, discussed in 
chapter 2. In the Implementation Plan it was stated that 


"MNAVDAC wiil cevelop, 
ASN (EM), 


objectives, 


veal 


Trom the the <NO, 


concepts plans, 
and 
Tele 
ADP 


{ Ref. 


inrormation systems 
Dp, D~33 }. 
rules/é: 


ne: 


Ao dikeaona) ty, 


v.2, Pe D-33}- 


2a 


consona 

nap D2 ner nea n=r 
and procedures 
management 
WNAYVDAC 


prec =1VEs/E-gulations 


Wee pelzcy guidance 
aut hOie 2 y 
=O. aa) 2 
(Rei. 4: 


i11 develop revised 


Beat 7g 


in the Navy" 


and monitor compliance" 





Two assumptions appear to have been nade by the 
Implementation Study, which have not proved to be vaiid over 
time. The first assumption is that NAVDAC would receive 
adequate policy guidance. When adeyuate policy guidance is 
Mot forthcoming an organization can take one of two diffe- 
rent directions; 1) either develop policy internally and 


t 


suom.t for approvai, or 2) Goneentrite resource utilization 
oe) the VORrMGnE Or tha. Ofgarizationa 1 mission wheres 
Semccessful results might be realizei. TPrewives, Sol attri — 
Paced the failure of internal policy davelopment to the fact 
that NAVDAC was buried t29 low in the otganizational hier- 
emeiy -O be effective. Mj \is) Pel okey ae commands with morse 
senior level support (three- and four-star flag crank) area 
Sole tO intluence the actions of NAVDAC irrespective of th 
merits cf the issue" [Ref. 22: p. 144]. The Navy officially 
disagreed with the Committee's comments concerning th 


organizational placement of NAVDAC. 


The author's assessment is th: NAVDAC never had 32 
chance to effect real change in ths area of Navy-wide AD>D 
Managemen. (i¢ee  mec@scarily dus £> Lt organizational 
placemer= but because of domain consensus. The domain 


peeeee cea ~O NAVDAC consisted of control of general purposs 
Beagionai( zed centers. Success in ‘the area of Navy wide 
policy would have resuited in trespassing into domains 
Bemomaanc tO Other organizations i1 ¢ 
Ment, and ultimately resulted in resour E 

moumeoy <he auchor that this situatiscn would have transpired 
regardless of NAVDAC's organizational placement. 

The second assumption is that NAVDAC, along with noni- 
Sememq coOmplience with ADP policy, Nadie» crcect. Sons 
remedia aCe LOM. Locazion of NAVDAC under the CNO was 
advised because c= the necessary clout that would be needed 
Pmeamaegown chain direction in order to direct performance of 


eee vy aCcivities" [Ref. 7: p. 69]. Weether =his clour 





has been underutilized, or the remedial action was ignered, 
th 


each observed *o be abiding by their own policies and proce- 


(vD 


HAC SSI stated in 1981 that, "the major claimants...were 


dures which had been established long before the advent of 
NAVDAC" [Ref. 22: pe. 142]. Again this failure to demons- 
trate the clout desired stems from a reluctance +o interfere 
in what is not considered NAVDAC's domain. 

Realizing that polic Poecmmeeres in Which Only linited 
progress has been made NAVDAC has taken to issuing adviso- 
ri2s. away eCamOnm sGanes =CaueL0ns “1f not followed, the 
advisories offer advice to commanis based upon lessons 
learned. 

In view of the circumstances surrounding NAVDAC'tsS estab- 
lishment, one must question whether th Navy actually needed 
memew certralized ordqaniz:tion. 9P-91, although admittedly 
understaffed, already existed to effact centralized policy. 
fieemajor addition to WAVDAC was the incorvoration of the 
Bert's. This move was in keeping with the emphasis upon 
meame2ng costs and increasing efficiency through economies 


Sa scale. 


F. LONG RANGE PLANNING 


Interviews with Navy officials have suggested that ther: 
2s a lack of consensus at all levels of the Navy concerning 
the mission of NAVDAC. Meer Ori guns © Of che loss cf 
consensus stems from NAVDAC's selection of a limite 
This limitation achievei dcmaina consensus and reduced 
NAVDAC's dependency upon the environnent, probably ensuring 
meepnec’s Survival, but at an organizational cost. ie Ss 
felt that those who propose NAVDAC's mission as being that 
of managing =the NAVDAC's, are viewing primarily the domain 
NAVDAC has to work with. Conversely, those who view NAVDAC 
as existing tc 6ménage «=Navy-wida ADP are considerin 

ae 


primarily NAVDAC's mission statement. 


oS 





The limited domain 
by NAVDAC 
Implementing policy without 


OV ele 


activities has proved to bs 


EoD se 


Uebaee jae) che steyg 


= 


al 


d2rect “control 
Gace cal ye. 


Gasveecemeontro!: over the relevant 


sents loss of cS 
Soe 


Seeavavy Non 


non-productive, therefore rein- 


Mercing NAVDAC*s concentration upon mie. Dees, wher? 
progress can be realized. By allowing the System Commands 
So, retain control of the cCDA's, NAVDAC's chances of devel- 


oping successful standardize 


have been decreased. 


d systems across function lines 


mmo =houdmcrs ate offered for soaisi:deration. Dae. Weas= 
is that had a long range plan been ia Existence pricr to the 
formaticn of NAVDAC, tha inconsistency between NAVDAC's 
mission and domain might have been resolved. Bae wee — by 
decreasing NAVDAC's mission or increasing NAVDAC's domain. 
Because no defined goals and objectives existed it became 
Memes cuit to beceqmize that action taken by NAVDAC did not 
Support the entire mission. 

Mme Second thought is «hat it has proved impossibls 


PmemcGe NAVDAC's creation to 


meee and probably will conti 
domain consensus problem. 
Navy-wide basis would d 
demains, which Beas 9S 
unacceptable. 


Because a long range pla 


tration upon the NARDAC'sS was 


was being demons“*rated, alth 


@zeas could not be 


Gemonstrate how the conc 
range results 


NAVDAC developed. 


Sense 


measured. 
entration upon 


mnrivemeed the organizational 


Dune sh an erteceav« 
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Dil s2o Semen so, because of th= 
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G. SUMMARY 


The major point addressed in the first two chapters of 
this paper has concerned the problems that have arisen dus 
Memtne tack Of a non-tactical ADP strategic management plan. 
Mmacesucn an it@m is difficult to produce is admitted. ADP 
involves all functional areas and while Congress and the 
Navy may feel the need to more tightly control ADP expendi- 
fures, individual commands may see ADP as Simply a tool to 
be used in the performanc2® of 2 mission. 

What is the status of the strategic management plan? 
"In December 1978, GAO raminded ths Navy that it had nor 
developed an inteqrated long range plan for its ADP progran. 
A firm commitmert was maie by the Navy ax this time <t9 
aemoo such a plan in 1979" [Ref. 23: pe 21]. 

A draft Departnent of the Navy Strategic Management plan 
for aADP has been develooead but holds little promise for 
Heweang tc remedy the situation. Mies Ss Ineroducc.on, the 
Plan states that "the Plan does not address a specific time 
frame. The goais are not inteni2i to 
sp=cific, achievable resuits, and in fact may never be fuily 

ure 


attained. Rather, they represent proad areas that fut 


= 


+ 


Bee -relavted efforts are axpected t> focus on" (Ref. 24]. 

The plan is divided into two 
ADP goais and functional automatior goals. The strategic 
ADP section is representative of the direction the Navy 


would like to move with regard «o ADP in qeneral, standardi- 


Zoe 10N, elein Lng, etc. The Functicnal area refers 
specifically to areas for development and demonstrates no 
@2eect relationship to tha general goals laid out in the 
Bere -eGic section. Functional sponsors are encouraged to 


Miememmvavyy gdOaiS in the specification of new systems, but 
mis Plan makes no provision for coosrdination across func- 


tional aréas. 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


The following Ghaptenr <contaias an examination of 
NAVDAC's internal ozrganization. ime peOss 20n neid by th: 
mmror -s that NA¥YDAC's functional organization is a refléc- 
men Of their missicn choice to concentrate on the DPI's. 
Based upon work by Chandler, the discussion will focus on 
the strateqy adopted by NAVDAC, and how this is exempiified 
Meee ne functional organization. 

The NARDAC'S will be discuss2i as boundary spanning 
Mme tS. Bas2d upon a model develop2di by Ouchi and Barney, 
the change in data processing services from mission funding 
to Naval Industrial Funding (NIF) will be discussed. This 
f-ee2On provides an example of a transaction (the "sale" of 
@eea Processing services) as it occurs internal and external 
momene OFgGanizational boundaries. 

Beet s-ructure as a result, of strateqy, and transaction 
governance will be examined as atteamots to ensure the fucurs 
Survival of the organization. 

monasly, the Sub jece of Desmedanuzerc2:on will be 
discussed, With an alternative functional organization 


pro posed. 
Be. STRATEGY AND STRUCTURE 
fem Organizational Theory 


Strategy has been defined sarlier as “broad programs 


Por achieving the organization's osobje2 ves and thus inples 
femeeng tS missicn" [Ref. 25: p. i. Nathanson further 
Perones this definition by pointing out that the objectives 
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pursued are those developed during the "strategy formulation 


aS: 


Structure 


process" (Ref. 3]. 


tthe 


oe 
is 
the enterprise 
Characterized by two 
and 2) 
structural types 


which 
components 1 


and authority lines of 


several exist 


the 

Wieeea functional, 
[Ref. 19; p. 5] NAVDAC represen 
mor MN. As discussed in Chapter 2, 


rTorms are Sapirtalizol =f<21ce 


, 
cs 
= 


Saw their task as taking "a real 


meors ~0O be 


ON) 
We) 


design 


+s administered" 


INEorma tvene and 


Siew noli2 nd Company, 


performed ani developmert of 


of 


S2ganization  =hrougn 

hers 19s p. SI \- 
) lines of communication 
data flow, 
ralized 


including the cent 


elmectiOnal organization of which NAVDAC is representative. 
The position proposed by Chandler is that an organi- 
meeron's Strategic choices will influence its — 
Structure. Firgas with a chosen mission and strategy will 
adopt a structure Suited to che accomplishment of the stra- 
meg V BMCe Strategy, =OERUTatiOnNn 1S an On gdSing process, 
strategies can change based upon the changing environment 
mage OL denizatiofrai mission. Likewise the organizational 
Bemmeture 1S dynamic, undergoin NMOdsste Casson Toh produce 
that scructure which reflects ths current strategy. AS 
summarized by Nathanson: 
Chandler's els Re =e ts that structure follews 
strategy. eae noe= x aD fie’ S Steateqy result from an 
awareness of = opportuniszies ince an Coca ed Dy 
Smang2ng population, insome, and ag teed 2 ee employ 
2xlstirg OL expanding E2GOUSG=S MOES Droratably. The 
new oo Se eS oo Wie We oad= 12S otal ays problems, 
Beever. hes new adlalinistrative problems require a 
new at least, 2 Seno sweoned (scr uccure if Zhe 
sniarg zon enterprise . Ss 1216, .perate eat aa lent iy. 
{ Ref. 749: peo) | 
handler delineazs=s four Organizational forms seach 
representative of a differant qdrowth strategy. These four 


ay 
“ 
—_ 


he 
and 


Caetiemeetiz=d functional 


aD (al, Seemura 1] Zed 


#h= Matrix £orm. 


the 


the Implementation study 


% 


Bowtie. TevVtecw of ene func 


Sirs eGaniza—icnal 





Seerucwmee (including assignment of responsibilities) 2 
ech er. 72 Da 23 ]. Wiis see Vie 


ture recommended by the Implementation Plan and adopted by 


accomodate those requireme 


the Navy was a centralized functional command. 

O=geanazeeesenaiaee Growene Caf Occur Ehrough initial 
volume expansion, gecgraphic expansion, vertical integration 
e@a@mepecaduct diversification. Le 2S. 2m ythe period of 
geographic expansion that the functional organization arises 
offering a solution to “administrative problems of intsrunit 
@eecedimation, specialization, and standardization" [Ref. 19: 
meee, i3 fe These problems were all demonstrated prior to ths 
formulation of NAVDAC. SContrei of ADP resources was dece2n- 
melo zed therefore iancreasing the complexity of interunit 
Soordination. Standardization of systems, Datelcularly 
acress ccmmand lines was ineftective, each command claiming 
their unique mission as Aico coe VON rOr No pecia 2 Zed 
Ssystens. 

A Maje@@ concept =5 that of the fit between ar organ- 
M@ge.0n'S stmateay and structure. Goodness of fit implies 2 
better utilization cf resources. Resources are defined as 


those items utilized by the organization in the achievement 


GmeetsS Mission. The effectiveness 2f @n organization, and 
Mesamateiy it survival will depveni unon its goodness of 
ce MicaeNpoEhanee Of this CONSSpt is not nearly so 
Temmecebie during times of economic prosperity. ey ates 


th 


Mieemg ~.mes of resource scarcity that the organization i 
menesa <onto change. MOEdeBbazations do Rot change their 
Btpuc cures until they are provoked by inefficiency to do sot 
meer, 19: p. 13]. 


Pe ene eune czonal Organiza tion of NAVDAC 


Baas Ee eS = ——_ 4b 4 4b a aw 


NAVDAC offers two major products, 1) DPI management 
and 2) Navy wide ADP managament. As discussed in Chapter 3, 


NAVDAC znrough default (lack of 2 VYavy-wide ADP strateqic 


40 





management plan, and inadequate support in the policy arena) 
adopted a short range strategy, that of aanaging the 
NARDAC®s. hUESeene wODIn On Sf Eh= author that the current 
organization of NAVDAC reflects this decision. 

1f aS postulated, NAVDAC has concentrated on the DPI 
portion of its mission, it would be expected to take on «he 
characteristics of a singl2= product firm and hence a greater 


degree or centralization would be evidenced than by a multi- 


Beeduct LCirn. The greater degree sf centralization arises 
because the organizatioral structurs Plane luence the 
cegree of centralization/y decentralization exhibited. "The 


mimererOnal Orgen ization is usually more centralized, and its 
departments are specialized and acanged by function" 
cen. 193; p. 6]. 


The matrix organization combines characte 


}4- 

N 
Gr 

1 

-* Q 
” 

O 

th 


iG 
Seem che functional and preduct oriented organi 
NAVDAC attempted ay ead uC orianted ordaaniza 

Meemmasng both cperational and strategic responsibil: 
fememan itS departments. This was evidenced by indivi 
interviewed who refered <> NAVDAC as a matrix 9 
Meemateccnr-cal codes, 30, 49, and 50 sombine the cr 
ities for the Navy-wid2 and DPI programs wit 
respective areas (systems softwars, applications software, 
and DPI operations respectively). Pew OeNa=5n Of 2° 2unce 
tional vice a matrix organization resuited because NAVDAC 
ehose tO concentrate upen the DPI portion of itS mission. 
As noted by the HAC S&i, "It was 2s 

percent cf NAVDACS code 30, iO ade -SheOr. 15 geated to 


=Imated that over 380 


Seeeaina-=ion and Management of the NARDAC*’s" FRef. 22: op. 
144 j. 

NAVDAC'sS structure has evolved towards a functional 
organization designed arourd the function of nanaging data 
MeeGessing installations. Pease alee aehat organiza. von 

+ 


became even more evidenz after heal Oe eCOrgahs zation 2% 
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Ment stk directorates and some special staff office 
elements were combined ints two directorates, streamlining 


the Command along functioial lines" “Ref. 26: p. 10]. 


Cw. ORGANIZATIONAL BOUNDARIES 


The boundary “of a system is a closed line placed around 
certain objects so that there is 1255 intensity of interac- 
tion across the line or anong objects outside the line than 
mmemiG Ob 7eCts Within the closed line" "Ref. 18: p. 216]. 

Minit gasdeco echo  WAVDAC i df3anization the boundary 
encompasses NAVDAC and the NaARDAC'S/NAVDAF's. emeercnal to 
the boundary but still part of tha relevant environment are 
the usezs, the CDA's, and Congress. Pies saeco n Of che 
thesis will focus upon the user as he reiates to thea 
NARDAC's across the eae In this respect the NARDAC's 
become becundary spanning uni The relatio D 
weaned With ragard >) thea "sale" oF data processing 
Secvices and the implications Se Ja eee 10 9 
funding. 

As defined above, 2 boundary includes some form of 


Mee baec-.0n across the classed lines. An exampi2a of an inter- 


action may be a transaction or "an azosnomic exchange between 
Mmemeort mCre parties" (Ref. 27: op. _— In determining the 
placement of an organizational boundary Ouchi and Barney 
Prempese ah CLiiciency approach. "Th objective is to define 
that boundary which (1) allows parties to én exchange to 
Meeetn SULficient information tt) jadge the faitness with 


which they are being dealt in the crea 
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meeempiesh this task at mitaimun cost" "Ref. 27: p. 3]. 
Pmce @ transaction i5 an Scono.mic sxchang 


Fore gquantirciable to some extent, crzost/benefit analysis is 


rth 


relevan=. Wem ene GOSts OF 2 tFansaction dut 


| 
benefits gained, consideration should be nade cstowards 
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(D 


relocating the transaction in Peron tO-ctne boundary. 


"Because the criterion if efficiency, we can in sach case 
determine whether the noving of an Organizational boundary 
Met. y2eld efficiency benefits or aot" [ Ref. 27:3 p. 2]. 
Governing <transactioas is accomplished Gdetierens ly 
internal and external to ‘the boundary. BXteenal to the 
boundary, competition is recognized and the relevant gcever- 
nance mechanism is the market. Intesrnaily, comp2tition does 
mot guarantee equity to both parties therefors thé gover- 
mimee Mechanisms rely upon the recognition of some hierarcy. 
"Phe importance of a boindary 1183 in the difference in 
Severtnance mechanisms whith it implies...The objectives of 
an efficient boundary analysis is t> discover the division 
between internal and a2xternal governance mecharisms that 
femeiy2eica ~he lowes* cost of jovernance" [Ref. 27: p. 4]. 
Osha and Barney suggest that th2 proper ssiection of 3 
transaction governance merthanism nay effect =he survival of 
MemoedeansZatior, particularcly when resourc?s ats scarce. 
Relating to the distussion presented in the previous 
chapter, iz should be norad that both domain consensus and 
governance mechanisms inflaence rasources. In an improper 
ie ig 


governance mechanism, resources are ised inefficie 
5 2 nS a Tt is 


domain donsensus, resources 2 
puogesteaq by the author, chat an 2 er governance 
mechanism may influence thea achiavenant 


Pp 
main concensus. 
With reference to NAV h 
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fitjea PLOCGSSing servics is a tra mh that takes piace 


= 


across a boundary iine. fhe tra ES of. Cheadeter- 


n 5 k 
=stics and is governed by 32 mechanisn dependen= upon whether 
x js 


@@eeccansaction is internal or ¢ Boo ehe DOURndarY. 
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iemeeaiivesccemon Chatastecistics 


2 


Transactions or etonomic 2xchanges are characterized 


by three variables; 
. The degree of performaice accounting ambiguity, 
e The degree of goal conyruence between the parties, and 


e Mme fneauency OL ZEansa Gaon Occitance f Ref. 27: p. 7]. 


performance ambiguity stems from t SSuEces,, “an 
miepemi= *v =O measure th voercformarise of ovDartiss in an 
exzthange and an inability, even if performance can be 
measured, to be able to accurate Vole een wee sxchange’ 
ieeet. 27: p. 7 )e Hage eee Lio Gu ey empl es thas 
conpetition will not ensure equity between partie and 
tharefore the need for an internal governance mechanisn. A 
low degre= of nerformanc2 ambiguity, Where it is easy to 


value the exchange and n2easure the performance, can bs 
accomplished through the narkéet and therefore is external t9 
ne OGbdenizatior. 

Goal congruence describes "the state of a relation- 
Seep Detween tWO Or MOrS oartiss" “R2f. 27: paz 13). Heoh 
goal congruence implies that both s.arties are engaged in 
profit maximizing behavior and therefore governance takes 
place in the market. beomecoale Congas ence Leguires taansa 
tions be governed internally in ordir to ensure fairness +9 
ail parzies 


miewesegUenmcy Of 4 transacctlon's occurrance provides 


the means by whéic a cost/benefit analysis may be accon- 
piished. The purpose is to determine whether the cost of 
establishing internal governance mecaanisms doesn't outweigh 


tne benefit received du ts th> low frequency of transaction 


Se2~urance. 
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2. Governance Mechanisms 


"Governance mechanisms are the social processes 
Meech serve the function 29f maintaining the percepticn of 
equity among the participants to a transaction" (Ref. 27: p. 
aD]. As mentioned préviously, governance mechanisms can 
exist both internal and external to the organization 


dependent upon tte charact2ristics of a specific transaction 


(performance ambiguity, goal congruence, and frequency). 
"external modes of governance achieve the percenvtion of 
equity through a normativ? acceptanc2 of competiti in open 


fepeee ts aS a legitimate form of social control. Internal 
modes of governance achieve this e~ni through ‘the normativs 
acceptance of a legitimate hierarchy as the substitute? for a 
Pere ve Market” { Ref. 27: pe. 15]. 


Pagure 4.7 provides 2 braakdewn of the types of 


e) 


Q 
=| 


governance mechanisms as they sccur internal and external to 


MaemeoouncaLly and their basis in prices, rules, 2r values 

The internal mechanism can take on three forms, the 
Guasz:-market, the buirsaucracy and th= clan. A guasi-market 
exists when divisions are treatei 2S profit centers ana 


MreerNai pricing mechanisns 

the bureaucracy and the clan form both rely upon <zhe 
legitimate nierarchy, but the clan ie@monstrates the ability 
imemeeaccep. "Short-term inequity with the eéexpéctation oo 
memes equity" [Ref. 27: p. 20}. Ths bureaucracy with its 
Bem@eetic= Upon <ituies is characteristic 
@etem.zea enterprises" (Ref. 27: p. 18]. 

External governance nechanisms can take on three 
forms, tne market, the bureaucratically assisted market and 
the clan assisted market. The lattar two are "external forms 
Seebureauctatic and clan governance" ([Ref. 27: pe. 22) and 
az2 characte¢erized by rules and values respectively. Within 
tne external pureaucratic market Legitimate authority 


= 
my 
— “9 





cr em rrr me ee 
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Informational Basis of Governance Mechanisms 
Prices Rules Values and 
Norms 
fics; hal uasi- Bureau- | Clan 
Hierarchy arkets Sracy 
External {| Market Bureaucratic| Cian 
— { assist2d4 | assiste 
poe On| | market | market 


fener. 27: p. 16) 
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Figure 4.1 SOovernance Yechanisms. 


M@eased +O a third party which is recognized by both parties 
memene tfeansaccicn. in the clan assisted market ther= is "3 
Senmot belief that both parties to the exchange will act in 
fmmemmes SO aS Nes tO tak= advantage of the other” (Ref. 27: 
p. 24}. 

nec ewes tence Of she Durcausretic and clan assisted 
Mab Kets suggest that a strictly co ive market fails +o 


t 
provide equity between parties at the lowest possible cost. 


Intermediate external governance forms such as clan and 
Merecaucracically assistsd tarkstsS amise when simple 
market prices fail. The key difference between “he =wo 
eeeezence eepantots) (22S ame eis =x ~ent tO which marke. 
prices are ele ade Dy subtiec, imformal relations based 
On mut = Hel trust and closeness Jieecnwevone hard, end 
rules, arbitrat Zones . and third Saray authors cies én the 
other. fRef. Z7: Oo 25 ] 


Figure 4.2 maps the governance mechanisms just 


feeecussec to the transaction characteristics of goal congru- 
eeeenand periomrmance accounting ey. Note that when 


gcal congruence between parties is low and pertforménce 


ambiguity is high, no transaction witl take place. 
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Figure 4.2 Transactions versus Governance. 


D. NAVDAC AND NIF FUNDING 


heiewechne ADP Tmplementation Study was conducted pricr to 


ref 


(v 


formation of NAVDAC, the philosphy was that NAVDAC would 
be initially mission funded with an eventual progression 
towards a Scomrbine £i0n epg ial eoph ops Eind=ng and cost 
reimbursable funding. "Tf geasible:, fe, seo olanhed tha 
users will budget and pay for AD® services and DPIs and 
DPPSOs of NAVDAC will be operated as cost centers" ({ Ref. 7: 
Bemeec i. The rational behind thie proposed transition was to 


Meee The resoonsibility for monitocing ADP costs upon the 


uS3Ir. Ons of the problems Pome reed 3b y the AD? 
Implementation Study had b2en that "users, in general have 
no concept or ADP jev2lopment 2nd operational costs" 
Meets 75 %$Ve 2, Pe D-25]j. By ceasing to provide ADP as 4 


meee GOOG and by making the usex responsible for his cost, 


economies were hoped to be realized. 
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NAVDAC and the NARDAC'S are currently mission 
funded, that is NAVDAC requests for and receives funds fron 
Congress to maintain its operations. Services are provided 
+o most customers at no cost (Some customers, example being 
NARF's, work under a chargeback system where the NARDAC is 
reimbursed for costs incurred). S2rvices ar2 provided in 


three general areas; 


. ADP application system develoonent - includes analysis, 
design, programming and documentation of computer appii- 


cation programs, 


‘ DPI services - Bede nO Or 2DPLicCac Ons programs o=2 


BaeOves.On Of COMpPUtTSr capacity, 
e Technical support services ~- consultant services. 


The problem of wunbudgeted costs is 1regotiated on a case by 
cas= basis, with the NARDAC absorb u 
possibie. [Ref. 28: p. 2] 

In terms of the model distussed in the previous 


S=e-20Nn, wecesen. furdiag is 


AY) 


transaction governed by 


internal mechanisms. Specitically th governanoce mechanisn 


is @ bureaucracy, where rules prevail. Rules stipulate ¢ 


ct 


W) 
re 
.¢t 
UV) 


procedures by which NAVDAS obtair: resources (the POM 


On 


(D 
ry 


then reques<s ADP 
Services (NAVDACINST 5230.1A). Dpesteeateaee2On spec fic <5 


ctr 


process) AnGueeeyee Whiten the cu 


(A 


a bureaucratic governance mechanism is characterized by 2 
medium degree of goal congruence and a high degree of 
performance accowmting ambiguity. Et is assuned that both 
NARDAC'S and the customer are treatei eaquitably. 

Recent direction has totated that NAVDAC will 
Peemecer tO NIF funding in the near future. This move was 


Peemptec by a Government aAccountir Office (GAO) TEDOTe 
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(Accounting for Automated Data Processing Costs Needs 
Eipcovement", re<b. 7, 1978, 8B 115369) Willen Noted that 
without proper cost accounting proceiures, justifiable deci- 
sions could not be made regarding system replacemern*+ and 
that customers were not aware of costs generated by their 
Pooposals. 

maancaceron “aecomplasned through WNIF funding is 
governed through an external mechanisn, Specifically a 
bureaucratically assistzd market. An actual transfer of 


Bipds OCCUIrS aS in a Nacket environment, but rules exis 


Seveztning the utilization by Usees Os pach -NAVDAC ADP 
sources. This mechanism is characterized by e@ medium degres 
of performance ambiguity and 43 low deare3 of goal 


Senaruence. 

The move from an internal to external governance 
mechanism suqgests something about the transaction charac- 
teristics of performanc> ambiguity and goal congruence. 
With regard to performanc2 accounting chis Suggests that the 
Sale of data processing services is somethin that can and 


Meeqguencifieble and sold on the market. 


Week Dcelm@araq to geal congruence, the move fron 
MasSion funding to WNIF fanding suggests that it has proved 
Memeacul: to educate the user in ADP costing. The goals of 


h 
the NARDAC's and the respective users nave proved to ba 
S 


incongruent. NARDAC'S exist to supoort customars with data 
processing services. The customer sees ADP as a tool to be 
used in the accomplishment of his iniividual nission. When 
Maes =OCl is offered free 9f csharge, =here is no incentive 
mo ecoLnomize. 

The preceeding djiiscussion suggests that =ss ion 
EUNding cf the NARDACS did not present the most efficient 


BPelmdary, specificaily in terms of 79s 
mimashg, {hereby externalizing the transaction, efficiency 
Vela lity 3 


across the boundary is improved. 
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individual user commands responsible for funding ADP, NAVDAC 
is removed from the Congressional limelight. This will be 
discussed further in the following chapter. 

If as has been suaqgested, users in the future 
receive permissicn to contract outsiie the NARDACts for ADP 
services, the progression towards 2 strictly market gover- 
Nance mechanism will be complete. Eeecmousd be noted that 
the concept SE Comme ced > 1 as been introduced. 
[imeeceti=cnS are that the WARDAT"s will be required to 


ice if the survival 


ry 


femeet oheir product at a competitive p 
@eneme OLgGanmeZation is to be assured. 

A question for future discussion is whether, by 
meat=ning resource control bask to the user, we are not 
heeiening tO Our poSition of Six years ago. By placing 
Bapons = bility for ADP costing upon the uset, we place upon 
hin the necessity to develop his own mechanisms for dealing 
across +he boundary. Tmes anola=S Yehe Ccreacion of unwes 
internal to the user organization sp2citically designated to 
Manage ADP. A natural progression 2ppears to be the futures 
Meeemtial ization of ADP billets so that commands have a 


Siletoutited individual to assist with ADP. 


Ee. CONCLUSIONS 


mang =he Course of the chapter ith 


n Oo 
ow] 


the 


Peor=qy adopted by NAY DAC is reflec 
Sonal structure. The strategy was nec 
e) d 


a 
dea Bes Orgariza- 
sery to ensure “he 

Mi@eeeal Survival of the 2x¢ ganizati ( ain consensus was 

achieved) and the structure exemplifies the stratedy. as 

Meeteges=: CL fit is Vital fEor an organization, particular 

Si@eaing =imes of resource scarcity. Addit 

Seen hcw transactions, specifically the tran 

processing services, car be moved with rel 


Segqdnizational bcundary in order <9 increase ef 
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The question that arisés is 2ssuming NAVDAC is not 
pursuing its complete mission, should it be reorganized, or 
perhaps should the mission be raiefined *o reflect tha 
SuErent Organization, ie cepa teasey= function located 
Megher (at OP-942?). With regard to Chandler's thesis has 
NAVDAC reached that degrees of inefficiency whére organiza- 
tional change is warranted? 

A proposed BEeOEGeatz Zation is cos 
resources, particularly because of the p 
generates. Before embarking upon 3 reacrganization the anti- 
@mpeted costs (particularly with cegar 
should be weighed against potential benefits. 

TO propose a reorganization her2 without yet a clearly 
defined non-tactical ADP strategic management plan, would be 
tantamount to repeating the é€rrors 2£f six years ago. The 


Baeemacy Obstruction to the 


(D 


velopment of an ADP strategic 
plan appears to be the 


la of yjoal congruence between 
NAVDAC and the user. ALE 
OG 


k 
ugh it seems *that some sugges- 
£ 


tions might be warranted £f Wewsessoncaderatton. The ides 
5 


W 


}4 


presented is based upon the fell nj assumptions: 


° A Navy non-tactical ADP stratezjic management plan is 
produced and reflects the need to retain a centralized 
ADP command, responsible for th2 managemant cf non- 
mact1ca | ADP (budg2t ing, Daley, AIS approval, 


Siran Gardiza~ ion). 


Qu 


° AGSquate SUpPOrt and guidance 1s provided to NAVDAC in 
t 


u 
he performance of the above mission. 


om 


° mie NARDACS continue <5 be a viable concept, or if not 
Meee) COSt Of another alternative (loss of control o 
Seearcard:Zat ion yi2lding fume. Ona. libel eite: 


Cutweighs the benefits (responsiveness) to be gained 
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e NAVDAC achieves a domain consensus that a allows it to 


Lully implement its mission. 


The idea represents not sd mutch a2 reorganization, because 
the SupposSition is *hat NAVDAC has not changed in its 
ctiginal intent, but a radesign to reflect the functions as 
currently defined in th2 nission statement. 


i. Proposal 


LAvUONeEeN=ae tly ratieets “2 Lunetional Srganizatio 


+3 


Meeea upon products, SySt2ns software, apolications softwar 


(D 


and computer center operations. 

An alternative approach adopted from Gulab, is based 
Meon Whet is accomplished in the course of administering 
deta processing vice what is produced. The accomplishments 


epeiude «he; 
. Mmerctl on St data processing installations, 


° Pmeye sion £Or the purchase of or design in house of new 


products (€quipment, and softwar2), and 


° Pee e ing of policy ani standards. 
[He PES pesal eCNnvVisiOns chres divisions, na: Wea Se 
Mevescicn being composed sf those fEunctions from the codes 


50, 4O, 50, and 90 shops involvad with NARDAC manégement. 
Seecirically «his division would b2 responsible for the 


pmere Cange, operational rasponsibilities of NAVDAC. 


fu 


mie second Givisen wouid encompass Automate 


(D 


Mmeeerme= On System Design and acquisition. Ie would ob 
responsible for the approval, design and development of new 
hardware and software systems for ase within the NARDAC'S 
and Navy wide. BY eccnb2h2ng applications and systems soft- 
ware development in one division it is heped to eliminates 


contention problems that have arisen in the past. 
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The third division would b2 responsible for long 
range planning and policy developmenc. Currently these two 
functions exist in separata departmants, an odd split since 
policy is normally viewed as being isveloped in support of 
strategic plans. 

The proposal att2mpts to 2liminate the conflict 
between long and short range plannirg by séparating these 
two responsibilities into separate divisions. It also 
attempts to eliminate criticism that NAVDAC spends too much 
time on policy dévelopment, cr NAVDAC spends t90 much *ime 
on NARDAC management, both of which were heard in the courses 
Saeenterviewing for this sthapt2c. 

The following chapter evaluates the criticism that 
has been directed towards NAVDAC concerning the performance 


Cie cts mission. 
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VomrnwDACs IF"S CRITICIZERS 


A. INTRODUCTION 


Control systems deal with the systematic collection, 
Meeysis and distribution of organizational information in 


an attempt to influence hunan Dehavior. 


Macormation and control systems typically try Ete) ge tlie 
snee behavior by specifying what Kind of b3havicr is 
appropriate and by. providing some means of gathering 
meLOrtiestOn about the adequacy Sen ete Denaveer that 
mo es place. Weanesjemen=e USes this i intormacion for 
several purposes; BOmecOemainacs the activities 0 
d= feeeent pares Of th> organization; as a basis for 
taking corrective action where problems exist; and to 
rewar and punish the behavior of members of ths 


Sreganazation. fRefr. 29: p. 6 } 


fee eXaminatton contained in this chapter will consider 


memes the Generel characteristics of control systems, with 


particular emphasis upon the completeness and objectiveness 
of of neasurement criteri2. Also discussed will be the 
menagency of CGte COl-, Syste co produce dysfunctional 


ty 
«t 
f'- 


behavior when evaluation sriteria are limited to a4 pa 
Cular segment of the entire job. 

GCorgressional oversight as an 2xample of control will be 
examined, looking at the nature of the control, and the 
Gesired and achieved results. Mee elenor Oraoposes | that 
there is a lack cf predefined standards for measurement and 
evaiuation in the federal government. When standards ares 
Megeex, SceONt, Objective criticism is impossible. The posi- 
Seog neld is not that those individuals currently in the 
“he 


if 


meriatOr pOSl~icns should not be thare, but rather tha? 


systems used be more clearly defined. 
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Finaily internal Navy control systems wiil be discussed 
from the position that those measurement standards that do 
exist produce dysfunctional behavior by concentrating on 
only a segmert of the entire NAVDAC nission. 

The importance of control syst2ms is that those who 
Manage resources must b2 convinces cf an crganization's 
ability to handle such resources responsibly. "At the inst- 
ituational level, Organ term ons subjecke t5 norms of 
rationality measure their fitness for the future in satis- 


fereang ~erms. Mott anemGrrd ya zathou 2S convinced of it 


Ud 


readiness for *he future, its measurements must lead others 


meer ne Same conclusion” [Ref. 20: p. 88]. 


Be THE NATURE OF CONTROL SYSTEMS 


Control systems are described by looking at the ¢valua- 
tion criteria, feedback (speed, frequency, source) and the 


Nature o= the jok being per forned. 


Control systems measure and when in conjunction with 
reward systems, reward individual performance insuring that 
BeeeorMence is in line wit Qejart=zateoenal -qoals. As 
DOLnRted out by Lawler and Rhode, motivation +9 come to work 


Go2s not guarantee movtivation to oerform effectively. 

Table I is a classification of control systams presented 
by Lawier and Phede. The tables lis 
control systems and the values that th2y can assume. Lebel 
M@eertance of the different dimensions varies as a function 
of which behavioral reaction is baing considered and which 
@eeuwo Oc peopls is being jiscussed" “Ref. 29: p. 45]. Dhes 
femeco say that the "“pr>per" control system may differ 
dependirg upon the indiviijual. Matieodada. —peleceptions of 
the nature of the control system, such as fairness, also 
influence the effectiveness of tha system in modifying 


= 


behavior. ieee meeU-19m becomes particularly xrelevant 





Ma [ee re ee es ee 





TABLE I 


A Classification of Control Systems 


ED ee ei ee eee | 


Characteristics of Sensor Measures 
- Complete - Incomplete 
Be oe ectlive - Subjective 
Eo luenceable - Noninfluenceable 
Nature of Standards 
D. Set by person being measured, 
SUpSrior, other Srce lev2l managers, 
staff people or others 
Pee Verne J2tetewlt = Very easy 
pemsce Of Discrimination | 
F. Person being measured, superior, 
other higher liv2l managers, statf 
people of others 
Pattern of Communication. 
G. Person eee eames HVS Super 1Cr, 
his peers, iS subordinates, top 
Management, statf personnel, or 


others 


Speed of Communication 
He Imme di are-=-s Dolayed DV 2.7 
Frequency of Communication 
fe. COMeaenuvous = EVSt ¥ 


Bype cf Activity | | 
Jone eres ni UNM S> ant 


Seurce of Oat 


Mmaeti. 29: ps. 45] 


ie eee Bi 


a ee ee ee ee ee eee 


when control systems are tied to re 


(D 


ward and punishment. Th 
perception of fairness may be influenced by the objective- 
ness of th? standards, eae a bitaey Of the individual to 


Correct action, and the frequency of the feedback provided. 





1. Byssunction Effect 


iu) 


Dysfunctional behavior is that which interferes with 
the achievement of overall organizational goals. The 
conflict arises when organizational goals do not coincide 
with individual goals and vice vers:3. An implicit assump- 
tion here is that the organization has goals. For future 
discussion it will be assumed that the goal of NAVDAC, 
although unstated, is batter management of non-tactical ADP, 
2ncluding managemen* of the NARDAC's, System d¢sign and 
acquisition and volicy/standards genearaction. 

Two types of dysfunctional behavior are of interest 
mameene context of this paper. Inne r2eS-- 2s) bureaucratic 
behavior. PcG iad  spUL2auemacic behavior an individual 
concentrates on performing those actions which are measured 
DY a control system. This performance while causing 
Nempioyees to behave in ways that 190k good in terms of the 
Somemol SyStem measures" may be "dysfunctional as far as +h 
generally agreed Upson ay Ooals Of the organization ars 
Semeerned’ fRef. 29: p. 83]. This result wili be discussed 
Memene in the paper with regard tc the Code 10 actions in 
NAV DAC. 


The secend form of dysfunctional behavior of 
mieenres. is strategic behavior. In strategic behavior the 
individual alters “behaviors for a period of time to makes 


the con=rol system measures iook actentable” fRef. 29: _ p. 
86]. An eXample of strategic behavior would bé on @ produc- 


mm@on i:ne, wheze 60% of the monthly quota is produced during 


she final 10 days of the month. Quot2 is met but in realiz: 
aemuch kigher qwota might be justified. As with bureauc- 
Catic behavior, See dec Venavior is dvsftunctional only 


When it conflicts with organizational goals. 


Sit 





2. Causes of Dysfunctional Behavior 


Incomplete standards against which people and organ- 
izations are measured can cause bur2aucratic and strategic 
dysfunctional behavior. Although somplete standards then- 
selves can result in iysfunctional behavior, such as 
resistance, "because it often is a threat to individual nesed 
Bacastact:on" [ Ref. 293 p. 95]. When an individual finds it 
impossibie to perform well in all areas of measured perfor- 
Mance his self esteem is threatened and resistance arises. 


The more objective the standards are, zhe easier it becomes 


(D 


eemadentify deficiencies or ee he zs oe emcOont zo) 
mS 


system. Hence objectivity and completeness work gether. 

The nature cf th® standard infliuences the type of 
MemeviOr producec. Inflexible standards, parzicularly those 
where the individual being measure Red fo 2npuG i 2nto Zhe 
creation of the standard and views such standards as being 
Uneecasonably difficult, can cause bureaucratic and strategic 
behavior. The management by SjeCeltve “Orogram . (MBO) 
@ctempted to déal with this problem by including the 
piesa yee in the goal setting process. 

hie sGnewce OL £42 ard: vidual doing the evaluating 


produces mixed results. when the dividual being evaluated 


(D 


Soncie occurance Of 


() 


in 
plays a part in the eévaiuation pro 
2a5 


fs 


dysiurnctional behavior can be decree 


ed. "Having the indi- 
Meatal ace aS the discriminator tends +o reduce rigid 
Mibeeucretic behavior and resistance" [Ref. 29: Be. | (G52 
When feecback is negative thoudh the individual may supress 
Seeanval-date svaluations. 

The choice Stone svedusal £6 whom information 
Sepeerning pertcrmance is returned can be a cause of 
dysfunctional benavior. "When information goes to someon? 


(2.g., a supericr) who either has or potentially has the 


power <c Gave extrensi Gewelis, EIqiauourbseucra=1c 
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behavior, strategic behavior, and invalid data are much nore 
likely to be present" [Ref. 29: Same S|. The concept of 
reward systems being tied to control systems is particularly 
evident in the discussion of Tongressional oversight which 
follows. In that situation, where evaluation is conducted 
mmecOniunccrion with budget hearings, not only rewards, but 
the ultimate survival of the organization is at stake. 


The speed and frequency o£ feedback can cause 


dysfunctional behavior when reward systams @r based upon 
infermation received. Aeenough Chebaceeri1stics or feedback 


appear to be a secondary cause of dysfunctional behavior. 
Lawler and Rhode place more emphasis upcn the completeness 
and nature of the standard as 3 primary cause. 

The  2mMpecrtance of an activity can influence the 
objectiveness of the standards and hence result in some form 
or dysfunctional behavior. "The mors important an organiza- 


tion considers an activity the mors — measures of it 


mean cO be distorted" [Ref. 29: p. Bye OSganezatlicnalily 
=smpcrtan= issues, especially when tied to reward systems, 
become individually important and hence increases the like- 
Mmamoed that dysfunctional behavior will result because of an 
P@eevyidgtiel's desire to look gcod. This factor is similer to 
incomplete measures, B2calic=" Sarticular activities are 
weighted more heavily than cthars treating an overconcentra- 


moon On those items. 


The previous disctussio 


a | 


> 1S Summarized in the Table 
eps m 


immeewhech list Gheracttiet istics Got.» sysce 


produce dysfunctional benavéior. 


C. CONTROL OF NAVDAC 


Recently Substantial criticism has been directed at 


if 


be = 
cee 


NAVDAC particularly by th2 House Appropriations Comm: 


Survey and Investigations staf (HAC SSI). fias.. Det so re 


3 
O 


mien paper examines the criticism directed at NAVDAC. 


2), 
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TABLE If 


_ 


Characteristics of Control Systems 





Type of Activity j. Important important Important 





| | 
| ALL DYSFUNCTIONAL BUREAUCRATIC STRATEGIC | 
BEHAVIORS BEHAVIOR BEHAVIOR | 
| | Characteristics of Sensor a. incomplete incompiete a | 
| b. Subjective Objective Objective 
| c. Uninfluenceable influenceable -_-— 
| Nature of Standard d Set by others Set by others Set by others 
without participation 
e. Very difficult Very difficult Very difficult 
l Source of Discrimination f. Superior or Superior / Other Supericr / Other 
Other 
| | Recipients of Communication g. Superior or Supenor/ Other Superior / Other 
| Other 
| Speed of Communication h. Fast Fast Fast ] 
. Frequency of Communication 1. Frequency Frequent Too infrequent { 
| inappropriate 
= 








The general cpinion is that no criteria were ever est 
lished aqainst which NAV DAC SO) 1G) tige! be measur 
Congressional oversight is usually sporatic, w e 
fMemeecCliOw Up On the organizations plan to rec ra noted 
deficiencies. ire cagnt Diweversight Soa. consti tionally 
granted priviledge, but the constructiveness Oe 


Congressional criticism is questione:i. 
ted by the HAC S&I 


[me evetm SaservVact on was =xpressed during the HAC 

report crn Department of Defense (DID) SepsopELa=22OnsS for 
Ment that time it vas stated that "the Conmnittee wishes 

to express its doubts as to the ability of the Naval Data 
Mmeeomation Command to doits job of administering the non 
meme cal ADP program” [Ref. 30: p. 149}. The Survey and 
Mmvyescl Getions starf was directed t> examine NAVDAC's organ- 


BZa220n and operation. 
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Ze peas Of CEaticisn 


The HAC S&I returned its report to Congress in May 
198 1. The results were outiined in the Report of the House 
Committee on Appropriations for 1982. The five areas of 


concern were: 

y ADP is not a major concern of top level Navy management. 
° There is a need for batter use of the CDAs. 

e There is a mcrale problem in ADPSO. 


+ NARDAC's have not bean productive in developing stand- 


ardized systems. 
e Micaenstourla spe COntiiied decentralization of the CDAs. 


Specifically with regard to concern by top level management 
the HAC stated that "ADP is perceived to be unimportant in 
<h 


concern of several CNO staff ezhelons. AS a result there is 


wD 


Ovet2aili scheme of things to merit the interest and 


no cohesiveness in the nanagement of ADP" [ Ref. 22: p. 141]. 
The recommended soiution proposed by the committee was to 
relocat?s NAVDAC higher in the organizationél hierarchy. 


- 


Peep Seeena area) 2f concern involved the lack of 
progress exhibited by NAVDAC towards the creation of stand- 
ardized sys*ems. Noting thaz= th= functional sponsors had 


managed to standardizes within thaic specific areas, ta2 


4 


mepOnrt Stated that standardization across command lines had 


~ 


not been achieved. Progress mace towards the ce opmen*= of 


Some "standard" systems at NARDAC San Dieqo was discounted. 
"Tt 2s dcubtful that the systems woild ever be truly imple- 
Mented Navy-wide because thers is a> official at the "top" 
Who is likely to "champion" ths standardization effor+ 
against expected resistance from those outside the NAVDAC 


community" (Ref. 22: p. 142-143 }. The recommended solution 
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proposed was to effect grsater control over the development 
of systems. 

Comments directed towards ADPSO concerned the seen- 
ingly micro-management of the acquisition process, and ths 
poor lines of comunicatisn with NAVDAC. It was felt that 
contract administration, which at the time under discussion 
consumed 80% of personnel resources, could best be managed 
elsewhere. MWiececomniitces ~fSalt thac “asmors preductive 
arrangement would be to merge ADPS) with NAVDAC headquarters 
Code 10 functions of review and approval of claimant ADPSO 
requests" (Ref. 223 pe. 144]. It was also suggested that the 
“organizetion might best be structured ona team basis 
whereby each team becomes totailiy knowledgeabie of a major 
Claiments functicns and needs and therefore able to reduce 
Biemetoam= Necessary [or review and acyuisition"™ (Ref. 22: op. 
144). It is suggested by the author that formation of teans 
eeomnd Major cClawmant's functions night increase the lack of 
standardization across command lines discussed in the 
previous paragraph. The possibility exists of each team 
betoming dedicated to ths mission needs of a particular 
Major claiment. The sugg2stion presupposes an open mir 
ness towards standardization that aopears to be lacking 
the major claimant level. Inst2aid organizatio a 
generai functional areas (personnel, Bewmeolla “anvene 

might alleviate this problen. 

Criticism of th2 NARDAC's focused upon responsive- 
ness to user requests, and the g2anerai overall quality of 


SerVice provided. I= was felt that the concept of a reaion- 


peeezead data processing center had been surpassed by 
technoicgy. Selmezons ineiwdsed the use of NARDAC's for 


Strictly standard systems or the return of NARDAC resources 
Meomeene NajOL USer ian the area. Prior to NAVDAC's formation, 
ADP oriented projects wera in diract competition with the 


Mission essential items of Mic mela: y2duei “con -~rolling 
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commands. Individuals interviewed for this thesis have 
suggested that this situation provided commands with a 
source of money and billet when higher pricrities arose. 
To take the latter approach would effectively return the 
Navy to the position at which it was six years ago, and the 
Seem@at.orn chat NAVDAC was designed +o correct. AS pointed 
out in Chapter 4, the decentralization of resource control 
would reieqate NAVDAC to an OP-91 2guivalent, Setting the 
Navy back 6 years. 

The final area addressed by the committee concerned 
the future organizational position of the CDA's. AS 
discussed in Chapter 3, the CDA's were exciuded from NAVDAC 
but provision was made for their 2ventual incorporation at 
sometime in the future. Tha attitude exhibited by the 
Committee was that responsiveness was better and overall the 
ser WaS better served by retaining control of the CDA's 


under the functional sponsors. 


3. Comments on Congressional Qversight 


Die wae post Or ene HAC SGi is 22 example of a control 


& 
system tied to a reward system This section of the chapter 
evaluates the system against the charac SS, a2SCcuscod 


earlier. 
aeeeet@qe = cectreristics crthe Measure 


Tie: a dc6trt in 


(D 


d evaluation system is lacking 

comes as littie surprise since NAVDAC itself lacks any such 

meee eda-ns< which to measire its own progress. AS pointed 

ou previously incomplete neasures can produce iysfunctional 
om 


behavior. The question becomes "What happens when there ar 


iD 


no pubiished measures?" 
Pomoo8need Ouc by PLhompson, organizations which 
come under criticism point to past accomplishnerts in crdez 


memejustify their continu2=d existence. "Onder norms of 
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rationality, organizations facing relatively stable task 
environments seek to demonstrate fitness for future action 
by demonstrating historical improvement" (Ref. 20: p. 89]. 
Since no measures exist, who can say that NAVDAC has not 
done an acceptable job. In that the term acceptable becomes 
subject to individual intar pretation. The result becomes, 
that evaluator who carries the greatest power determines thea 
evaluation. CongresSional criticisn of NAVDAC, although aot 
tisd toa defined control systen, Carries more weight, 
because adverse criticism implies less funding in the 


future. 
De Nature of the Standard 


Since no previous published standard and mile- 
stones exist it becomes inpossible t> evaluate the standards 
eas to their rigidness, or ease of accomplishnent. as 
Sujyqested though that had NaVDAC and the Navy known the 
extent +o which *+he Congressional evaluation would delve, ic 
would have perceived the standards as bein Zo Gea ll encon— 
pasSing to be achieved i2 the time period allotted. Uys hale: 
suggestion is based upon the observation that NAVDAC concen- 
M@eectead on the NARDAC portion fee eles messi on, while 
Congressional criticisa was directed at ali portions of 


NAVDAC'sS mission. 
Geeresolee Go ,Of D1 ESscr imi nation 


MitemGOngEess has ehe Eight and the responsi- 


do = 


oR 


ned. When resources 


(Dp 


S 
+he 


to ensure that resourtes are bein 


mieety <C evaluate NAVDAC is not qu 
are iimited it becomes the duty of 


O 
controlling organiza- 
g 


managed in the be¢s- 
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D. INTERNAL EVALUATION OF NAVDAC 


Internal to NAVDAC there appears little or no method of 
evaluating its performanc2] as an organizational entity, nor 
that of the NARDAC's. Interviews with individuals connected 
to NAVDAC reveal that an svaluation strategy established for 
the NARDAC's has since bean abandon2d and that the internal 
NAVDAC MBO program is given only token attention. 

Evaluation of the NARDAC'sS is conducted on the manage- 


Sars are dissatisfied to 


= 


ment by exception princiols. aia 
SmempOint that whessage traffic is ge1erated, that particular 
NARDAC is not doing its job. Likewise if service received 
warrants a commendation, i message is sent and the relevant 
NARDAC is doing a good job. Whil2 a valid management tool, 
this practive forces NAVDAC into a reactionary roi2, and 
only augments the planning problem that currently obstructs 
NAV DAC. 

Above NAVDAC in the organizational hierarchy, evaluation 


criteria appear to conc2ntrate on approval sf Automated 


Information System (AIS) requests. Phas Grilcteria selects 
one division of NAVDAC (zode 10), and “cenmeentraves ch a 
Smet] portion of the overall NAVDAC nission. rrom inter- 


Views this practice results in AI35 plans being epproved 
Without proper documentation. Instead of returning defi- 
Ciznt plans to the responsible (initiating) Ct yey 
telephone modifications are made aad page changes to the 
relevant documents are submitted. The precedure is viable, 
and may provide adequat2 quality Comeror= as lenmg as 
personnei in Code 10 are familiar with user activities and 
their proposed AIS. Potential for problem exists when 
employee turnover creates a loss of continuity and famil- 
larity with user needs. cost benefit analysis needs to be 
done to ensure that the procedur= does not result in 
meseedat-on. 





NAVDAC appears effitienrat because the system acquisition 
process is smoother and takes less time. But the question 
that must be addressed concerns the user who submitted the 
initial request. What motivation does the user have to 
submit @ complete and accurate request when he knows a patch 
job can be done cn it? 


A particularly inter2zsting observation i 


7) 
cr 
as i 
ey) 
ct 
Pu 
wr) 
' 
t 
J 
WQ 


interviews conducted, when asked what evaluation criteria 
were utilized to avaluaté and control NAVDAC's performance, 
the most prevelant answ2r was that no defined criteria 


existed, but who else in the Navy had any either. 


Ee. SUMMARY 


Msepetntsd OUt dm ths chapter, congressional criticism 


of NAVDAC was based upon no prederfiaied standard but gained 


leyitimete auctor cy ila Sate SONG recssmreone 2 ols *he 
resources. Requests for sorrection, e2licited promises but 
no reevaluation was conducte eS) ensure compliance. 


Me-erencing the defination of contr ol systems, information 

@MesecOllected by the HAZ S&I, behavior modification was 

desired, but the amount ashieved is subject to question. 
Internal to the Navy evaluation concentrates on two 


reas, acquisition of naw systems and NARDAS nanagement. 


rey) 


Standards in these two ar2as are unisfined. Somos ned sns 
eas encompass only a portion of WNAVDACS overall 
mission. When NAVDAC attampts t> excell in these areas it 
eExuibits bureaucratic and strategic jlysfunctional behavio 

Meeeuse a vital portion of ‘the mission is ovezlocksd, th 

of Navy wide ADP management. The observation that other 
conmands lack defined evaluation nd control systems does 
Mee jJusctity NAVD ACs lack. ike ee subjects others to the 


sane subjective criticism. 
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A. SUMMARY 


Strategic planning is 2n on down . Sb ganizatzonal 
process, Starting initially with the development of an 
S@ectivia=y Mission and progressing through organizational 
goals and objectives, and finally short range operational 


plans. The discussion in the preceding shapters has 
centered on the question of what happens when the strategic 
planning process is not op2rational. Wa eh EekSEence to chs 


Navy, «he lack of a strategic management plan for ADP has 


resulted in the development of a centralized ADP command, 
fesegnea tO “cot rect the oast rather than focusing on the 
micure. This déspite the fact that the Navy alraady had a 


centralized ADP command. 


Secondly a discrapancy develsped between NAVDAC's 
assigned mission and domain. fe Ss eed Mea ote Ino insured 
organizational survival but prevents NAVDAC from imple- 
featierng 2<S complete mission. This self imposed limitation 


Besulted in a functionally oriented sroganizational structures 
designed towards DPI operation. 

Finally the lack of a plan has resulted in NAVDAC being 
evaluated against non-existent standards, both internal and 
external to the Navy. Tt is therafore impossible +o state 
Spicet.vely that NAVDAC has o 


exeectations. 


e) 
Mas sMoe Stl tilisd ses 


ct 
(D 


moc Navy 2S Currently in the process of azctempting *o 
formulate a strategic management plan for non tactical ADP. 
Meeweurient draft plan though exhibits the major probien 
that has obstructed such pianning to iate. muerte 2S. a lack 


or consersus as to the purpose of ADP within the Navy. 
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to be used 
be 


mda vaduia lL 


ime wae 2S Ondy a tool 
then it shculd 
resources returned to the 


given mission 
make it as responsive as possible. 
end in itself, then all resources sno 
cognizance of a single command. 

be 


philosoohies existent within the Navy 


in reality there appears to 


in the performance of 3 


AS6entral2zzea and  th- 
commands in order to 
Conversely if ADP is an 


uld be placed under the 


Sueceamoinat2 on Of thess 


and hence the prcecblen 


has arisen. The problem relects a short sightedness on the 

Meee, Of the user activities. Phe ceersuecdienebLltcty or 

unwillingness to see further than an individual activities 

mission. 

Be THE FUTURE 
Questions to be addressed in the future include: 

° Mice dr] che TamMmifications of retcarning resource control 
to =he user. 

° what is standardization, what arcsas should be standard- 
mzZed, and at what point do2s standardization become 
detrimental. 

° mete abe we going with ADP in the future. What is 
Mew DAGC'sS posttion in that future. 

The National Academy of Science has been tasked with «he 
MeepoONnsibilizty of reviewing the future of non tactical ADP 
=n the Navy and WNAVDACS position in that future. It is 
Zeatred than unless clos=2 attention is paid to tk? real 
Bequirements that the Navy will once again find itself 
implementing technology based upon the dictates of perceived 
technological pressures. The lettar to the National Academy 


S@emosciences svated that, 
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WVeL ihe ext decade, we 2xpect Navy Automati Data 
Processing (A DP) SUPpoEet t0, mOvVe from Sareea data 
processing complexes 79 distribut2sd systems that will 
put processing tools directly in the hands of the 
manager. { Ref. 31] 


The point +0 pe made is that until we identify future 
requirements, goals and objectives, w2 ought not to be plan- 


ning on how we will fulfill these requirements. 
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Automated 


Assistant 
Financial 


Da ta “PeOcecsing 

Data Processing Equipment 

Data Processing Support Offices 
Data System 

Information Syst2a 


SecCtscamy Of ‘~heweNavy for 


Computer Applicaticn Systems Development 


Offices 


Central Design Activity 


Central NOMIS Office 


Chief of Naval Operations 


Deparz<~nent of the Navy 


Data Processing Installation 


Data Processing Support Office 


Paceiecy Systems Jfiice 
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Gener2l Accounting Office 


Management 


Navy R2gic 


Nav2l Air 
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NAVAIR 


NAV DAC 


NAV DAF 


NAVFAC 


NAVMAT 


NAVSEA 


avs UP 


NIF 


OSD 


SoU 


eNO 


Naval Air systems Command 

Naval Data Automation Command 

Navy Regional Data Autcmation Facility 
Naval Pacilities System Command 

Naval Material Command 

Naval Sea Systems Command 

Naval Supply Systems Command 

Navy Industrial Fund 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 
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